Dear John 



11/6/92 

Instead, of working this early morning despite the great clatter on ny desk of 
what expected to resume with I suddenly realise that I'd not taken the time to go 
over your data base cind wanted to before you coma next week. Jo I do not have it before 
me and hope I can remember all I thought in going over it. 

I think that for one thing it makes possible a different kind of analysis of the 
work and intentions of the Commission. Id a degree this can also be done with the 
counsels. For example. Specter had finished all his basic work with witnesses bef&fce 
the end of “arch and the few depositions he conducted after that were not in his area. 

While do not know hov; you intend to use this ultimately, I can think of another 
breakdown that you might find use for and I’m certain scholars of the future would, is 
by Commissioner, hhich sessions they attended, who the witnesses were and the nature of 
the testimony taken each time. 

What you have done makes it clear, I thihk, that the Commission never intended to 
be a factfinding body and that itwas interested only in putting a prosecution-type case 
together. 

Otherwise could Liebeler have deposed a dozen people on one day?If he had had any 
other interest could he have even though of scheduling thar many for a single day? I 
think not. 

flhet this kind of breakdown alone cannot reflect and I think is important is how 
kankin controlled what wash done and what each Commissioner was in a position to know/ parti- 
cipate in. You may want to keep this in mind for any analysis you may make from this. 

In a sense I am also saying how he controlled what each Commissioner could know lather 
than from reading the transcripts. Yfe do not know how diligent they were in that. 

I think also that you can use this to show that they really had intended to complete 
their work and write and issue the he port in J une. Sikewise, if this is true, yhu can 
also use it to show how limited and shallow theyr report would have been in June. 

Specter, for example, had the medical evidence in by the end of ^-arch. 

But look at all the important Dallas witnesses not called until July and then see 
the haste in which they were disposed it. The latter indicates that the counsels knew what 
they/wanted and they wanted nothing axled else ffdm those witnesses. 

gSpecter did hae meeting with experts and witnesses after “arch hut no depositions 
of them. He then seems to have been trying to perfect his single-bullet theory.) 

In your 11/2/92, graf 2, you refer to the Commission's accumulation of information 

and them to two alternatives," did they i^irsue lines of questioning as a function of the 

information which was accumulating off did they simply pursue questioning as a function of 

n 

essehtiallv idle curiosity." I am incited to rule the latter out. 1 ou then add that "had 

1 

they built the case frSa the foundation up, they would have orgahized the "Wit and the 26 
volumes of manure accordingly." 




In their /ines of questioning more than the information that was accumulating I think 

0 

that particularly for the earlier days it as more the information they wanted to put to- 
gether to make their prosecution-type case. Viithout now being certain I am not inclined to 
believe that ms a function of the information that was accumulating. inis was essentially 
either to cover their asses or to protect “he preeoncpetions formalized in the outline 
of their as work and in their -Report. They used witnesses, mostly at least, because they 
had no real choice but they tried to limit these witnesses to the evidence they wanted 
from them, and they knew that before they called the witnesses. 

Exceptions would be when they adduced what they did not expect to and then had to 
contend with that. Thus when Shires, who was in charge of Connally's case, testified to 
the fragment remaining in JBCHs chest , he ms kept away from the Commission and that fragment 
was ignored in the evidence for and the language of the Report. 

u n the trend analysis of Commission numbered documents from the ESI, d!o not lose 
sight of the fact that with those larger volumes the FBI Dallas office was accumulating 
individual FD302 reports and that there was some delay in providing them t& the WC. u r, 
what appears as April may have been of March. 

1 think you can use whaty you have done to argue that after it provided its first 
volume of data, which the FBI regarded as all the Commission needed (f<j>r the Mil's gaa 

putposss) it thereafter responded to requests for information or delivered not what it 

u - 

set oatyco deliver out what it could not avoid. 

As a simpliefied illustration, the PHI decided 11/22/63 there was no concpiracy. i et 
when it got the reports it could not avoid on those three men ag Ohio's it had what really 
leads bearing on a copspiracp even in Oswald terms. $his was not on the FBI's initiative. 

It was forced upon the FBI by -.uciMe Connell. The FBI gave the Commission its rpports 
and then did nothing at all until asked, rather late, by the Commission. They then 
located Hall, Howard and Seymour in a hurry and passed that buck back to the WC. 

With regard to [graphing this, what should have appeared in December, 1963, appears 
insted in September, 1964. An/ example with a witness is F3I Spectrographer Gallagher. r -e 
was a September witness but should have been called before the end of March. And in 
September he was /not asked anything about what he should have testified to in %irch. I 
am trying to indicate that the FBI's interviews after its first activity and the Commission's 
calling of witnesses was sometimes a function not hf investigating and getting information 
but of covering ass, explaining away and avpiding best evidence. 

I tin ink that people like Wrone will be quite interested in what you are doing. However , 
I've marked my file confidential and have told him nothing about what you are doing. I 
think also he'd love what you have on your computer that you demonstrated when you were 
here with it. As a professional historian with a good knowledge of the fact he'll find 
what you have done to be quite valuable, in haste, and witli tljakks. 
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